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2014 – 2015 Farm Bill Education Team Program Report – Final 
Executive Summary 
 This report provides an analysis and evaluation of the North Central Risk Management 
Education Center grant #RME-MZ804461 entitled, “2014 Farm Bill Education Program for 
Nebraska Agricultural Producers.”  The program included three distinct phases beginning with a 
pre-program period in which direct education on the farm bill was delivered to extension 
educators and FSA industry personnel to prepare them to assist clients with evaluation and sign-
up.  The second phase included direct client contact in face-to-face workshops and meetings held 
in nearly every county across Nebraska in cooperation with the local extension team and the 
local Farm Service Agency administrative office(s).  The third phase included secondary 
education and advisement of clients through trained contact with extension staff, and tertiary 
contact with clients through print and web media preparation and presentation.  The evaluation 
of the program included a post-workshop evaluation for learning impact and behavioral 
change/intent to evaluate and analyze program election options prior to sign up.  Furthermore, a 
six-month follow up survey was prepared and presented to a sample of the program participants 
to determine medium and long-term impacts to include knowledge retention and value, behavior 
change relative to program election, and long-term impact to include final sign up and estimate 
of financial/economic value.  In total, the workshops reached 13,328 producers, with an 
additional 2,764 secondary contacts and 6,103 tertiary contacts.   
 The results of the data show that the meetings/workshops reached a substantial number of 
agricultural producers in the state and well represented the racial/ethnic distribution as consistent 
with the 2012 Census of Agriculture.  The post-workshop evaluation represented 4,094,903 crop 
acres and 843,996 head of livestock with a program value of $128,930,007.  Respondents to the 
post-workshop evaluation report substantial improvement in their knowledge of the program and 
increases in their ability to evaluate their 2014 Farm Bill program election options.  The six-
month follow-up further demonstrates that participants were able to use the information provided 
to evaluate farm bill program base acre reallocation and program yield update options.  
Respondents to the follow-up survey also report signing up for the Farm Bill program using a 
variety of options after conducting their evaluation.  Respondents also report an increase in the 
value of education provided from $7.55 per crop acre to $11.62 per crop acre. 
 This report finds that the funds leveraged to educate the producers of the State of 
Nebraska through this NCRMEC grant were highly effective.  There were some areas of 
weakness in the program, which largely included audience sizes that overwhelmed venue 
locations, and shortcomings in the attempt to validate participant addresses and contact 
information. 
 The results of this program are limited to the producers of the State of Nebraska and to 
those that participated in the educational workshops/meetings.  Evaluation and analysis of 
secondary and tertiary client contacts was not practical or cost effective at this time.  In future 
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iterations of this type of educational event, we would suggest finding a means to evaluate 
contacts beyond those in the primary range. 
Project Overview 
This project addressed client education related to the 2014 Farm Bill.  The delivery 
method utilized a hands-on workshop for agricultural producers, farmland owners, investors, 
estate managers, industry, professional, government, and educational clientele in the State of 
Nebraska.  The goal of the project was 40 programs with an average attendance of 30 
participants per meeting.  The delivery team was comprised of six University of Nebraska 
Extension Education professionals located around the state.  The goal of the educational program 
was a technical understanding of the farm bill legislation and a functional operational analysis 
capacity to make decisions relative to the risk management of their specific operations and/or 
investments.  The project sought to equip the operator with the analytical tools necessary to make 
a sound farm bill program election at the time of sign-up with a working understanding of how 
guarantees were calculated and how payments were determined.  Effectively, the team expected 
to reach approx. 1200 operators in the workshop meetings. 
Producer Demand 
The 2007 Census of Agriculture reported a Nebraska state total of 47,712 farms and 
ranches encompassing 45.5 million acres in crops, established pasture, and hay land.  Of these, 
47.24% of the land within these operations was reported to be uniquely cropland with an average 
farm program income average of $11K per operation.  In 2012, the 2008 Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act expired, with a one-year continuance to bridge the 2008 program to the 2014 
program.  The enactment of a new bill required agricultural producers to incorporate new 
commodity-based income support payments and risk management practices into their operations 
and land investment decisions.  To effectively manage risk, producers needed technical training 
necessary to evaluate the complex legislation and to decide on a course of action that met their 
farm operational goals.  The expiration of the previous ACRE program and the enactment of the 
new ARC programs were designed to gravitate away from simple price-support, towards a more 
focused income and risk management approach.  The 2014 bill was also designed to continue 
with simple price-support for covered commodities, should the producer choose to use it as a 
primary risk management practice.  In early negotiations and bill formulation, it was estimated 
that $23B in direct spending would be cut from the final legislation, with a substantial portion 
coming from discontinuation of the direct program payment many farm operations had grown 
accustom to receiving over the years.  It was concluded that the average on-farm government 
income received at the operational level would necessarily decline as a result.  The definite loss 
of income through the direct payment and the shift towards risk management based decision 
making, demonstrated importance in how an operator understood, evaluated, and selected their 
program of participation, and demonstrated a direct impact on the local, regional, and state 
economy and stability of the rural sectors. 
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Program Delivery Approach 
The Farm Bill Education Team utilized a multi-platform approach to delivering research-
based educational materials and decision aid tools to the client audience.  This section will 
describe in brief the various methods used. 
Workshop Delivery 
The primary educational delivery method selected was direct face-to-face contact in 
cooperation with local Farm Service Agency offices.  Location sites were selected using criteria 
that included capacity to establish a critical mass of participants.  Ideally, the team attempted to 
present programs in every county in the state; in the end the team presented in 84 counties.  
Those counties where a critical mass of participants could not be assured were asked to attend in 
a neighboring local.  In total, the team presented 112 face-to-face meeting to a total of 13,328 
participants. 
Web-based Delivery 
The secondary educational delivery method selected was web-based and online presence 
through articles, white-papers, and short subject-focused video production. 
Decision-aid Tools 
The tertiary delivery methods were the use of online and system-based decision-aids and 
evaluative tools.  These included tools developed through Texas A&M University, the University 
of Illinois, Oklahoma State, and Kansas State University.  The University of Nebraska also 
prepared an evaluation decision-aid tool distributed to educators located in county offices across 
the state. 
Train-the-Trainer Events 
A support method for educational delivery included train-the-trainer events, in which 
UNL Extension faculty and non-faculty members, as well as FSA state office personnel, were 
invited to attend.  The focus of the events was to provide a current analysis of the bill impact on 
the State of Nebraska, as well as resources, tools, and support elements they might use while 
advising clientele in their specific disciplines, counties, and regions of influence.  One such event 
was conducted online through Adobe Connect software, while a second was conducted face-to-
face.  The online meeting was recorded and made available as a review element should questions 
or clarifications be needed. 
Program Evaluation and Results 
 The evaluation of the Farm Bill Education program was conducted in two separate and 
distinct phases.  The first was a post-work shop evaluation designed to capture short-term 
evidence of knowledge gained through participation in the program.  The second phase included 
a follow-up survey designed to capture intermediate and long-term impacts realized through 
participation in the program.  This section will discuss the methodology behind these elements 
and the results/impacts observed relative to the objectives and goals of the grant. 
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Program Offering 
The Farm Bill Education team program consisted of two separate elements to include a 
presentation offering by the local Farm Service Agency County Executive Director or their 
immediate designee, and a presentation offered by the Farm Bill Education team member 
assigned to the county or location.  The presentations each consisted of a prepared PowerPoint 
show with interactive dialog with the audience members.  The total time allotted for each 
presentation location was approximately 2 and ½ hours to 3 hours in length.  The Farm Service 
Agency arrangement was presented first with the Farm Bill Education team arrangement 
following after a short break.  The Farm Service Agency program presentation varied in length 
from 35 minutes to nearly two hours depending on location.   
Post-Workshop Evaluation 
At the completion of both the Farm Service Agency and UNL Farm Bill Education Team 
presentations, the program participant was asked to complete a workshop evaluation form 
included with the educational materials.  Respondents were advised that their participation in the 
evaluation was voluntary and they were allowed to choose whether or not to provide input.  In 
total, the program was presented to an estimated 13,328 participants (N=13,328).  In total, 3,446 
participants responded to the evaluation instrument (n=3,446), representing a 25.86% response 
rate.  A copy of the instrument is included in the Appendix of this document.  It was anticipated 
that the average response rate would be closer to 50%; however, this assumed that program 
locations would not be accommodating more than an average of 40 participants per meeting 
location.  In practice, each meeting location averaged 119 participants.  Given the greater 
number of attendees, locations were required to switch from a classroom style setup complete 
with tables/desks and chairs, to an open forum style void of writing surfaces in many instances.  
Without a suitable location to complete the evaluation instrument, it would be expected that the 
return rate would be lower. 
The post-workshop evaluation instrument was designed to capture a basic demographic profile of 
the meeting attendee to include: 
 Self-identified producer status or other professional/land ownership background 
 Age 
 Ethnic/racial background 
 Number of acres they owned, leased, and influenced 
The evaluation instrument was further designed to capture metrics related to the following 
proposed results: 
 Understanding of the concepts within the 2014 Farm Bill Program 
 Self-evaluation of how the 2014 Farm Bill Program would affect their operation(s) 
 Evaluation of program as a risk management tool in the operation/investment 
 Quality of educational program materials and presentation 
Each of the above elements will be discussed below. 
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 Program participants were asked to provide basic demographic information through an 
evaluation instrument presented at the end of the program.  Tables 1-3 provide a breakdown of 
the participants by self-reported category, by self-reported race/ethnicity, and by self-reported 
age. 
 Table 1 indicates about 36% of the total number of crop farms in the state attended a 
workshop program according to the 2012 Census of Agriculture.  Dairy farms represented 
approximately 3% of all farms in the state, and livestock represented just above 15% of the total 
operations in the state.  For livestock producers, the farm bill commodity programs have been 
less significant in terms of risk management protection.  This grouping largely represents those 
farms/operations that have diversified into both crops and livestock.  Had this workshop included 
a greater concentration on livestock disaster programs, it would be expected that this number 
would have been substantially larger. 
Table 1. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Participants by Category (N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Category Count Percentage 
Adjusted Count to 
Total Participants 
Comparable 2012 
Ag Census Farms 
with Sales 
Dairy 24 0.7% 93 314 
Livestock 970 28.2% 3,752 24,658 
Agency 44 1.3% 170 - 
Educator 9 0.3% 35 - 
Industry 77 2.2% 298 - 
Crops 3,116 90% 12,051 33,375 
Landowner/Manager 74 2.2% 286 - 
Other 77 2.2% 298 - 
Total1 4,391 - - - 
1 Total exceeds returned evaluations as participants were permitted to select all categories that fit their profile and operations 
 
Table 2 lists the meeting participants and the comparable 2012 Census of Agriculture 
operators by race/ethnicity.  Note that most participants made only one selection for both race 
and ethnicity, choosing not to make multiple selections, for example possibly electing Caucasian 
only and not making the further election of Hispanic or Latino decent.  It is understood that 
Hispanic/Latino is an ethnic election, not a separate race election.  Furthermore, not every 
respondent to the instrument chose to complete this question; these are shown on the table as 
“missing.”  Seven of the respondents did choose to elect more than one race, but did not mark 
which of the multiple races shown they most identified with.  The table shows that participation 
in the educational meetings by minorities was greater than the average representation in the state.  
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This may be explained by minority participants attending more than one meeting/workshop.  It 
also demonstrates that the effort to place programs in service areas with respect to minority 
audiences was effective.  Of those responding to the instrument, 179 chose not to answer the 
question regarding their race or ethnicity.  This reflects only 5.2% of the total instruments 
returned. 
Table 2. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Participants by Race/Ethnicity 
(N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Race/Ethnicity Count 
Percentage 
of Valid 
Responses 
Adjusted Count 
to Total 
Participants 
Comparable 
2012 Ag Census 
Percentage2 
African-American/Black-American 6 0.18% 25 0.04% 
Asian 9 0.27% 37 0.05% 
Caucasian/White 3,193 97.76% 13,026 98.98% 
Native-American/Alaskan Native 40 1.22% 163 0.15% 
Hispanic/Latino2 10 0.30% 41 0.66% 
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 2 0.06% 8 0.00% 
More than One Race 7 0.21% 28 0.12% 
Missing/Did not Report 179 - - - 
Total 3,446 100% 13,328 100% 
1 Hispanic/Latino is recognized as an Ethnic election, not a Race election 
2 Census of Agriculture calculations are total operators by race plus total Hispanic/Latino operators to produce comparable analysis 
 
Table 3 shows the meeting participants by age.  The most common respondent to the end-
of-meeting evaluation was those 55-64 years of age.  This indicates that this group was more 
likely to complete the meeting evaluation instrument; however, it may not accurately represent 
the most common age group at the educational event.  If the assumption is made that this 
analysis accurately reflects the meeting attendees, then it is consistent with the average age 
distribution of Nebraska agricultural producers, according to the 2012 Census of Agriculture.  Of 
those responding to the instrument, 99 chose not to answer the question regarding their age.  This 
reflects only 2.8% of the total instruments returned. 
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Table 3. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Participants by Age Category 
(N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Age Category Count 
Percentage 
of Valid 
Responses 
Adjusted Count 
to Total 
Participants 
Comparable 
2012 Ag Census 
Percentage 
18-24 56 1.7% 223 1.6%1 
25-34 283 8.5% 1,127 9.7% 
35-44 362 10.8% 1,442 13.5% 
45-54 703 21.0% 2,799 24.4% 
55-64 1,125 33.6% 4,480 27.5% 
65-74 618 18.5% 2,461 14.8% 
75+ 200 6.0% 796 8.6% 
Missing/Did not Report 99 - - - 
Total 3,446 100% 13,328 100% 
1 The Census of Agriculture identifies the lowest category as 25 years of age and under 
 
Respondents were also asked to provide information regarding their farm and/or ranch 
operations.  Table 4 summarizes this data.  It is understood that this data represents only an 
estimate presented by the respondent.  Respondents report a total of 4,094,903 cropland acres, 
219,843 hayland acres, 1,695,652 patureland acres, and a total of 843,996 head of livestock.  
Livestock head represent all types and classifications (breeding and market) for swine, meat 
cattle, dairy cattle, poultry, and goats.  This does not represent specialty (deer, elk, etc.) or 
animals identified as recreational (oxen, equine, etc.). 
Table 4. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Production by Acres and Livestock Head 
(N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Category 
Total Acres or 
Head Reported 
- Owned 
Total Acres or 
Head 
Reported - 
Leased 
Total Acres or 
Head Reported – 
Advised/Influenced 
Total Acres 
or Head 
Average 
Acres of Head 
per 
Participant1 
Cropland 1,234,428 1,660,284 1,660,284 4,094,903 1,188 
Hayland 71,916 41,841 106,086 219,843 64 
Pastureland 504,592 282,129 908,631 1,695,652 492 
Livestock Head 270,857 21.0% 546,483 843,996 242 
1 Calculation based on the reported totals divided by total respondents 
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 Participants were asked to provide additional information related to the size of their 
operations based on gross revenue.  It is understood that respondents provided only estimates of 
their projected income at the time the workshop was attended.  The incomes by category were 
compared to the 2012 Census of Agriculture.  Table 5 summarizes the information provided.  
The data shows that, on average, the respondent categories were different from that of the 
Census; however, this might be explained by the respondents’ inability to predict expected 
revenues.  Of the 3,446 evaluation instruments returned, 1,445 chose not to respond to this 
question (42%).  Given the time of the workshops, respondents might have either been unable to 
estimate their gross incomes for 2014, or unable to estimate their expected incomes for 2015. 
Table 5. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Participants by Gross Revenue 
(N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Gross Revenue Count 
Percentage of 
Valid Responses 
Adjusted Count to 
Total Participants 
Comparable 2012 Ag 
Census Percentage 
(All Farms) 
<$50,000 268 13.4% 1,785 46% 
$50,000 - $99,999 377 18.8% 2,511 10.2% 
$100,000 - $249,999 417 20.8% 2,777 14.5% 
$250,000 - $499,999 431 21.5% 2,871 11.5% 
$500,000 - $999,999 364 18.2% 2,424 8.9% 
$1,000,000 or more 144 7.2% 959 8.9% 
Missing/Did not Report 1,445 - - - 
Total 3,446 100% 13,328 100% 
 
 Respondents were asked to estimate their change in knowledge, practice, and value of the 
information provided in the workshop/educational meetings.  Respondents were provided an 
opportunity to estimate their pre-session and post-session ratings based on the pre-selected 
categories demonstrated.  In all categories, respondents reported substantial gains in knowledge 
as a result of participation in the meetings.  Table 6 summarizes the average rating scores for 
each of the categorical response items before and after the meeting. 
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Table 6. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Knowledge Rating (N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Category 
Average 
Knowledge Before 
Workshop 
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Average 
Knowledge After 
Workshop  
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Knowledge of farm bill programs 2.20 4.40 
Knowledge of Agricultural Risk Coverage – Individual (ARC-IC) 
Agricultural Risk Coverage – County (ARC-CO) 
Price Loss Coverage (PLC) 
1.98 4.34 
How farm bill commodity program payments are calculated 1.98 4.32 
Knowledge of Supplemental Coverage Option Insurance (SCO) 1.88 4.05 
Impact of updating base acres and program yields on farm 
program payments 
1.25 4.66 
How to prepare to sign-up for the 2014 Farm Bill Program 2.13 4.68 
Note. Not every respondent to the instrument answered every question; average responses per query were 3,235 
 
Participants were also asked to rate the quality of the educational program by 
informational materials, presentation and trainings, and the degree to which they apply what they 
learned.  Table 7 summarizes this data. 
Table 7. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Quality 
Ratings (N=13,328; n=3,446) 
 
Category 
Average Knowledge Before 
Workshop 
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Knowledge of farm bill programs 5.36 
Knowledge of Agricultural Risk Coverage – Individual (ARC-IC) 
Agricultural Risk Coverage – County (ARC-CO) 
Price Loss Coverage (PLC) 
5.52 
How farm bill commodity program payments are calculated 5.66 
Note. Not every respondent to the instrument answered every question; average responses per query were 3,333 
 
Respondents were asked to provide information regarding their use of specific risk 
management tools both before and after the meeting/workshop.  The purpose of this question 
was to determine if the informational program affected the participant’s intent to expand risk 
management in the operation beyond just that provided by the farm bill program.  Table 8 
summarizes this data. 
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Table 8. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Risk Management Tools (N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Category 
Average 
Knowledge Before 
Workshop 
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Average 
Knowledge After 
Workshop  
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Traditional crop insurance products 4.77 5.20 
Set farm and/or operational goals 4.30 4.80 
Prepare financial benchmarks/ratios 3.89 4.54 
Development of a business plan 3.99 4.56 
Preparation of a continuity/transfer/estate plan 3.67 4.25 
Analysis of production and/or marketing to include cost of 
production, marketing plans, and recordkeeping 
4.20 4.79 
Use of the USDA Farm Bill Program(s) and payment(s) 3.94 4.95 
Note. Not every respondent to the instrument answered every question; average responses per query were 2,611 
 
Respondents were asked to provide estimated rating information on their ability to 
perform specific functions related to the Farm Bill Program both before and after the workshop.  
Table 9 summarizes this data, and shows that pre-workshop estimated ratings were substantially 
lower than the post-workshop ratings.  The respondent was asked to provide both the pre- and 
power-workshop ratings estimate at the end of the meeting, and it is expected that pre- scores 
might be over-inflated relative to the post-workshop scores.  The results do demonstrate that 
respondents intend to evaluate their various options and elections before committing to a 
particular program choice. 
Table 9. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Program Evaluation (N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Category 
Average 
Knowledge Before 
Workshop 
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Average 
Knowledge After 
Workshop  
(1 = Low, 7 = High) 
Evaluate the effect of Farm Bill Programs on overall risk 
management in my operation 
3.05 4.42 
Determine the expected Farm Bill Program payment(s) 2.84 4.35 
Evaluate how the Farm Bill Program affects the operation’s 
financial goals and objectives 
2.92 4.38 
Note. Not every respondent to the instrument answered every question; average responses per query were 2,710 
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Respondents were finally asked to place an estimated value per acre and/or per livestock 
head, for the information and training received in the workshop.  This represents an estimated 
improvement in operational profitability or asset efficiency for themselves or their clientele.  On 
average, respondents reported an estimated value of $7.55 per acre and $2.91 per livestock head.  
These averages were then inferred to the total program participant population.  Not every 
respondent answered this question.  Non-response to this item was interpreted to reflect no 
anticipation that the Farm Bill program would influence the profitability of the operation and a 
score of zero was used.  It is understood that this interpretation might greatly under-estimate the 
overall value of the information; however, it allows for a very conservative reflection of potential 
program value to the state of Nebraska.  Table 10 summarizes this data.   
Table 10. End-of-Meeting Evaluation Results – Estimated Educational Value 
(N=13,328; n=3,446) 
Category 
Value per 
Acre or Head 
Total Acres or 
Head per 
Respondent 
Total Participants 
Total Estimated Value 
All Participants 
Crops $7.55 1,188 13,328 $119,544,163.20  
Livestock $2.91 242 13,328 $9,385,844.16  
Total - - 13,328 $128,930,007.36  
 
In total, it is estimated that the educational value of the cooperative programs presented 
by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Extension and the United States Department of 
Agriculture Farm Service Agency in Nebraska will generate approx. $129 million in increased 
profitability and asset efficiency to Nebraska agricultural producers.  This is a strong indicator of 
the importance and significance of the financial investment and effort. 
Six-Month Survey Evaluation 
After the completion of the Farm Service Agency and UNL Farm Bill Education Team 
presentations, a sample of the participants were provided an opportunity to respond to a six-
month follow-up evaluation survey to determine how the information was used, and the overall 
value of the education provided.  Participants of the workshops/meetings were asked to provide 
their names and addresses upon arrival.  The mailing list generated from these program sign-in 
sheets represented the sample frame available for the survey instrument.  A simple random 
sample of 4,200 addresses was drawn from the sampling frame for use in the mailing.  In total, 
4,167 of the drawn samples were valid.  Some of the random samples selected were missing 
critical data and excluded from the mailing.  The researchers determined the minimum necessary 
sample size for this survey to be 373 valid responses, based on a confidence level of 95% and a 
confidence interval of 5%.  With an estimated 9% return rate, a draw of 4,200 samples at 
minimum would be needed.  The survey instrument and methods were presented to the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutional Review Board for review and approval; permission 
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to conduct the survey was granted under IRB #20150415277EX; a copy of this authorization is 
included in the Appendix. 
In preparation for this survey, the sample was presented with a pre-survey postcard 10 
days prior to the mailing of the survey instrument to advise them of their selection and to provide 
an opportunity for those choosing not to participate, to make such a request.  Participants not 
requesting exclusion from the research were mailed a survey package to include an informed 
consent letter, a 2-page double-sided instrument, and a self-addressed stamped envelope for 
return.  After the mailing instrument was distributed, survey participants were given a 30 day 
window to provide input.  One-hundred and five of the survey mailings were returned as 
undeliverable, for a variety of reasons to include, but not limited to; no such address, P.O. Box 
closed, death of the participant, and more mailing information needed to deliver.  In total, 1,257 
survey instruments were collected during the active survey period, representing a return rate of 
31% of deliverable (N=4,062; n=1,257). 
The follow-up evaluation instrument was designed to capture a basic demographic profile of the 
meeting attendee to include: 
 Self-identified categorical role or professional category 
 Age 
 Ethnic/racial background 
 Number of Farm Bill meetings attended 
 Number of Farm Service Agency farms under their influence 
The evaluation instrument was further designed to capture metrics related to the following 
proposed results: 
 The estimated value of the information provided in making a decision 
 Actions taken to update the Farm Bill program farm yields 
 Actions taken to reallocate the Farm Bill program base acres 
 Actions taken to make a Farm Bill program election 
 The distribution of program commodities and the program elections make by crop 
 The economic value of the educational program to the operation 
 The number of crop only acres under influence 
 The value of risk management education program 
Each of the above elements will be discussed below. 
Tables 11-13 provide a breakdown of the survey respondents by self-identified role, self-
identified age category, and self-identified race/ethnicity.  The total number of crop producers 
responding to the survey was approx. 80%, down 10% from the post-workshop evaluation.  This 
was expected given the timing of the instrument distribution and the focus of producers during 
springtime to field preparation and planting.  Livestock producers or those with diversified 
operations represented a greater proportion of respondents from 28.2% to 35%.  Those 
identifying themselves as primarily landowners represented approx. 76%, with approx. 54% 
reporting themselves as land renters.  This data must considered with caution, as many Nebraska 
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producers might report that they continue to farm, but are downsizing their operation and renting 
out surplus acres.  These categorical descriptions should not be considered as exclusive roles, but 
rather as indicators of the types and prevalence of operations, producers responding engage in. 
Table 11. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Participants by Category (N=13,328; 
n=1,257) 
Category Count Percentage 
Adjusted Count to Total 
Participants 
Livestock producer 440 35.00% 4,665 
Crop producer 1,011 80.43% 10,720 
Government agency 12 0.95% 127 
Landowner 953 75.82% 10,105 
Land renter 678 53.94% 7,189 
Other 49 3.90% 5,20 
Industry personnel 38 3.02% 4,03 
Total1 3,181 - - 
1 Total exceeds returned evaluations as participants were permitted to select all categories that fit their profile and operations 
 
Those reporting a role of “other” represented fields to include: 
 Banking - 15 
 Crop insurance -17 
 Farm land management - 8 
 Journalist/Media - 2 
 Commodities brokerage - 2 
 Higher education - 2 
 Retired - 1 
 Finance - 2 
Table 12 summarizes the self-reported age of the respondent and the comparable 2012 
Census of Agriculture.  The table demonstrates that the respondent distribution is not 
significantly different from the Census report, with the exception of those 35-44 years of age.  
This might be explained as this category of producer having less time to complete and return the 
instrument, given the time the survey was presented.  The largest survey respondent group was 
represented by those 55-64 years of age (27.5%), with those 45-54 coming in as the second 
largest group (24.4%).  This is consistent with the post-workshop evaluation instrument response 
rates as well.  
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Table 12. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Participants by Age Category 
(N=13,328; n=1,257) 
Age Category Count 
Percentage 
of Valid 
Responses 
Adjusted Count 
to Total 
Participants 
Comparable 
2012 Ag Census 
Percentage 
18-24 11 0.9% 118 1.6%1 
25-34 70 5.6% 751 9.7% 
35-44 32 2.6% 343 13.5% 
45-54 268 21.6% 2874 24.4% 
55-64 487 39.2% 5222 27.5% 
65-74 275 22.1% 2949 14.8% 
75+ 100 8.0% 1072 8.6% 
Missing/Did not Report 14 - - - 
Total 1,257 100% 13,328 100% 
1 The Census of Agriculture identifies the lowest category as 25 years of age and under 
 
Table 13 summarizes the respondent self-reported race and ethnicity with comparison to 
the 2012 Census of Agriculture.  Note that most participants made only one selection for both 
race and ethnicity, choosing not to make multiple selections, for example possibly electing 
Caucasian only and not making the further election of Hispanic or Latino decent.  It is 
understood that Hispanic/Latino is an ethnic election, not a separate race election.  Furthermore, 
not every respondent to the instrument chose to complete this question; these are shown on the 
table as “missing.”  The table shows that participation in the follow-up survey by minorities was 
greater than the average representation in the state.  It also demonstrates that the effort to place 
programs in service areas with respect to minority audiences was effective.  Of those responding 
to the instrument, 50 chose not to answer the question regarding their race or ethnicity.  This 
reflects only 3.9% of the total instruments returned. 
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Table 13. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Participants by Race/Ethnicity 
(N=13,328; n=1,257) 
Race/Ethnicity Count 
Percentage 
of Valid 
Responses 
Adjusted Count 
to Total 
Participants 
Comparable 
2012 Ag Census 
Percentage2 
African-American/Black-American 1 0.08% 11 0.04% 
Native-American/ Alaskan-American 26 2.15% 287 0.15% 
Native-Hawaiian/ Other Pacific Islander 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Asian 1 0.08% 11 0.05% 
Hispanic/Latino1 2 0.17% 22 0.66% 
Caucasian/White 1,177 97.51% 12,997 98.98% 
Missing/Did not Report 50 - - - 
Total 1,257 100% 13,328 100% 
1 Hispanic/Latino is recognized as an Ethnic election, not a Race election 
2 Census of Agriculture calculations are total operators by race plus total Hispanic/Latino operators to produce comparable analysis 
 
Respondents of the survey were asked to provide information regarding: 
 The number of Farm Bill Education programs they attended 
 The number of FSA farm numbers they managed as a landowner and tenant 
The table shows that on average, respondents attended 1.44 meetings and managed 2.5 farm 
numbers as a landowner, and 2.93 farm numbers as a land renter. 
Table 14. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Participant Reporting (N=13,328; n=1,257) 
Query Count Average per Respondent 
Adjusted Count to 
Total Participants 
How many Farm Bill 
Educational programs did 
you attend 
1,800 1.44 - 
How many FSA farm 
numbers to you manage 
as a landowner 
2,910 2.5 33,320 
How many FSA farm 
numbers to you manage 
as a land renter 
2,853 2.93 39,051 
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Table 15 summarizes the distribution of respondents that had the authority to update an 
FSA farm program yield, and/or reallocate base acres.  Additionally, the table demonstrates the 
number of respondents that did update program yields or reallocate base acres.  The majority of 
those responding reported that they did update their farm program yields on at least one farm, 
and did reallocate base acres on at least one farm.  These numbers must be carefully considered, 
as the decision not to update or reallocate is just as significant, and represents the evaluation of 
options leading to action as well as in-action.  In some cases, given crop and field histories, it 
was not always prudent to make changes on one or more farms.  Respondents were also asked if 
they had the authority to make a farm bill program election and if they did make an election for 
at least one FSA farm number. 
 Table 15. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Participant Reporting (N=4,062; n=1,257) 
Query Yes 
Percentage of 
Valid 
Responses 
No 
Percentage of 
Valid 
Responses 
Did you have the authority to update 
program yields on at least one FSA farm 
1,130 92% 98 8% 
Did you update the program yields on at 
least one FSA farm 
1,093 97% 35 3% 
Did you have the authority to reallocate 
base acres on at least one FSA farm 
1,140 91% 110 9% 
Did you reallocate the base acres on at least 
one FSA farm 
1,064 93% 76 7% 
Did you have the authority to make a Farm 
Bill Program election on at least one FSA 
farm number 
1,134 91% 119 9% 
Did you make a Farm Bill program 
election on at least one FSA farm number 
1,122 91% 115 9% 
Note. Not all respondents reported on each question.  The total of Yes and No responses will not add up to 1,257 
 
Table 16 shows the number and percentage of farm bill program elections made by 
respondents by major farm bill program covered commodity.  The majority of respondents 
elected the ARC-CO program for the corn commodity and ARC-CO for the soybean commodity.  
For the wheat commodity, there was no significant difference in the election separation between 
ARC-CO and the PLC program.  Sorghum producers leaned, on average, towards the ARC-CO 
program, as did sunflower and oat producers.  The table also shows the number of respondents 
reporting they did not make a decision for the given commodity, defaulting into the PLC 
program. 
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Table 16. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Program Participation by Commodity 
Commodity 
Program 
Total Valid 
Responses 
PLC ARC-CO 
Count Percentage Count Percentage 
Corn 82 7.4% 1004 90.4% 1111 
Soybeans 52 5.2% 928 92.9% 999 
Wheat 102 32.3% 205 64.9% 316 
Sorghum 41 36.0% 70 61.4% 114 
Sunflower 9 33.3% 18 66.7% 27 
Oats 21 28.8% 48 65.8% 73 
Other 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 
 
Table 16. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Program Participation by Commodity (cont.) 
Commodity 
Program 
Total Valid 
Responses 
ARC-IC No Decision 
Count Percentage Count Percentage 
Corn 18 1.6% 7 0.6% 1111 
Soybeans 12 1.2% 7 0.7% 999 
Wheat 5 1.6% 4 1.3% 316 
Sorghum 2 1.8% 1 0.9% 114 
Sunflower 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 27 
Oats 2 2.7% 2 2.7% 73 
Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 
 
Other covered commodity groups reported included popcorn (one response) and barley (two 
responses). 
Table 17 shows the educational value of the program, as reported by the respondents.  
Overall, 96.4% reported that the program had value that helped them to make an informed farm 
bill evaluation, analysis, and decision.  Of those 64.7%, report very or highly valuable. 
Table 17. Six-Month Evaluation Results – Educational Value by Rating (N=4,062, n=1,254) 
Category Count Percentage 
Highly valuable 183 14.6% 
Very valuable 628 50.1% 
Somewhat valuable 397 31.7% 
Somewhat invaluable 29 2.3% 
Very invaluable 10 0.8% 
No value at all 7 0.6% 
Note. Not all respondents completed this questions 
 
The respondents to the survey were also asked to provide their opinion of the importance 
of farm/agricultural risk management programs to the future of Nebraska.  The purpose of this 
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query was to determine if there was a correlation between the perceived value of the Farm Bill 
Education Program, and the respondents overall perception of risk management education.  The 
response rates and percentages are shown in Table 18. 
Table 18. Six-Month Evaluation Results –Risk Management Education Value by Rating (N=4,062, n=1,254) 
Category Count Percentage 
Highly important 331 26.4% 
Very important 668 53.3% 
Somewhat important 225 17.9% 
Somewhat unimportant 18 1.4% 
Very unimportant 9 0.7% 
No importance 3 0.2% 
Note. Not all respondents completed this questions 
 
Table 19 shows a strong positive relationship r(1,252) = 0.49 between the respondents 
perceived value of the Farm Bill Education Program and the perception of risk management 
programming in general.  Thus, with a respondent that feels that risk management education is of 
greater value, would also be likely to view the Farm Bill Education program the same way.  The 
interpretation of the value of the educational program should therefore, be carefully considered 
with this insightful understanding. 
Table 19. Correlation of Variables of Interest in Risk Management Education (N=4,062, n=1,254) 
M(SD) 
In your opinion, what was the 
educational value of the 2014 Farm 
Bill Education on your 
understanding 
In your opinion, how important is 
farm risk-management education / 
program to the future of Nebraska 
In your opinion, what was the 
educational value of the 2014 Farm 
Bill Education on your 
understanding 2.26(0.80) 
1.00 - 
In your opinion, how important is 
farm risk-management education / 
program to the future of Nebraska 
1.98(0.78) 
0.49 1.00 
 
Finally, respondents were asked to report on the total number of crop only acres they had 
on the farm, and the overall perceived value per acre of the Farm Bill Education program 
delivery.  The values reported ranged from $0 to $150 per acre.  In total, there were 487 
responses across all survey participants. 
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Figure 1. Histogram of Reported Value per Acre (n=487).  This figure shows the majority (84%) 
of responses ranged from $10 to $50 per acre of total value per acre.  There were six values 
(1.2%) greater than $110 per acre of value; these are removed from the data set as outliers. 
There are two ways to consider reporting the overall value per acre for all respondents 
and for all participants in the program.  The first method assumes that all non-responses in the 
data set are “0” values, and that a report of no positive value should be interpreted as a zero.  
This generates a very conservative value per acre, which is reported in Table 20.  Under this 
assumption, we consider all responses as valid (n=1,257), with an average value per acre of 
$11.62.  The respondent was also asked to provide the total number of crop only acres.  In total, 
respondents reported 700,563 acres or an average of 557 crop acres per respondent.  If one 
assumes this average farm size for all workshop participants with crops, the total number of crop 
acres influenced by the UNL Farm Bill education program is 7,423,696 acres.  Multiplying this 
by $11.62, the realized value of the program is $86,263,348.  Note that the responses of crop 
managers and crop industry professionals were discounted, because these might represent acres 
otherwise reported elsewhere.  Furthermore, while these professionals influence the productive 
capacity of the producer’s operation, they do not make the farm bill decision, nor are they direct 
recipients of the farm bill payments to the farm.  It cannot be assumed that these individuals do 
not also have farms outside of their professions; therefore, these responses used hot-deck 
imputation to replace only valid responses in the data set.  Table 20 summarizes this data. 
The second method assumes that only valid responses are considered in computing the 
average value per acre for respondents.  Qualitative responses from respondents in the comments 
section of the survey instrument included many statements that demonstrated that participants 
were unable to accurately report on a value per acre due the complexity of the program and 
uncertainty in crop prices at the time of sign-up.  Under this assumption, non-responses (where 
no value per acre was entered and the query was left blank) are coded as method non-response 
error.  This occurred on 770 surveys or 61.2% of the respondents.  With only 481 of the 
responses considered (recall, six values were removed as outliers), the average value per acre is 
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$30.26.  Multiplied by the total acres for all participants in the program of 7,423,696, the total 
value per acre of method two is $224,641,041.  This generates a very liberal estimate of possible 
value per acre.  The two methods together develop a possible range of value per acre of between 
$86 million and $224 million per acre across all program years.  This data is summarized in 
Table 20. 
Table 20. Six-Month Evaluation – Estimated Educational Value per Crop Acre under Two Assumption 
Methods (N=13,238) 
Method (n) Value per Acre 
Total Crop Acres 
per Respondent 
Total Program 
Participants 
Total Estimated 
Value per 
Participant 
Method 1 (n=1,257) $11.62 557 13,328 $86,263,348 
Method 2 (n=481) $30.26 557 13,328 $224,641,041 
 
Compared to the end-of-meeting evaluation completed by participants, the six-month 
follow-up data demonstrates an increase in perceived value-per-acre.  This might be interpreted 
by increases in program analysis report availability as the program year matures.  This analytical 
data might have influenced estimated payment assumptions in the period between education 
delivery and the follow-up survey. 
Survey participants were also asked to provide qualitative statements regarding the 
educational program experience.  All responses were considered; however, statements 
threatening or included individual FSA or UNL employee names in a negative or condemning 
nature were eliminated.  The value of the statement is important to the analysis of the program, 
but personal attacks and statements that provided no perceived improvement of the program are 
not relevant.  These statements are included in the Appendix.  These statements must be 
carefully considered, as in many cases, they reflect the individual’s impression of the overall 
USDA program and are not necessarily reflective of the value of the educational program in 
improving their understanding and application of a program the educational team and FSA 
personnel had no power or influence to change.  The goal of this program was to improve 
participant understanding, evaluation skills, analytical skills, and capacity to make an informed 
program election; it was not to influence the overall acceptance and feelings toward the 
legislative bill. 
Educational Support Efforts 
In support of the roles of individual extension educators and FSA office personnel across 
the state, the Farm Bill Education team provided one train-the-trainer event conducted in late 
August 2014.  In total, 76 FSA and UNL extension educators participated in the one-day event.  
The participants were provided similar program presentation as the client audience to include an 
exposure to the online Farm Bill analytical tools built by Texas A&M and the University of 
Illinois.  In a follow-up survey of the train-the-trainer event (N=76, n=22), all respondents 
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(100%) reported the event improved their understanding of the material and improved their 
ability to effectively and efficiently engage their agricultural clients in farm bill analysis and 
evaluation. 
To further support the extension educators in their educational efforts, program materials 
to include PowerPoint presentations, new releases, developed program analysis tools (Excel-
based), and one-on-one assistance was provided.  To evaluate the effectiveness of this support, 
UNL extension educators were surveyed to determine the value and reach.  This survey was 
presented electronically using Qualtrics, to all extension educators actively employed with the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln Extension system.  At the time of distribution, the estimated 
number of agricultural-based educators (those most likely to have used and engage the farm 
client) was 58 individuals.  In total, 26 unique responses were received for a 44.8% response 
rate; 29 individual responses were collected (one individual responded 4 times, once for each 
county represented).  All data received was considered and validated.  Table 21 summarizes the 
activity of extension educators using materials and resources prepared by the Farm Bill 
Education Team. 
Table 21. Extension Educator Activity Reported by Category/Type (N=76, n=26) 
Category Count Average per Educator 
Phone calls received 1305 50.2 
Face-to-face consultation 671 25.8 
Email response 788 30.3 
 
Table 22 summarizes the resource use by educators as they consulted with their clientele.  
Educators tended to use the online evaluation tools produced by Texas A&M and the University 
of Illinois (68.8%) to support their efforts over all other materials.  Furthermore, 62.5% of 
educators attended at least one face-to-face train-the-trainer event to gain knowledge on how to 
consult, advise, and educate their clientele.  The least used support element were recordings of 
web-based follow-up training on farm bill issues (18.8%) and farm bill white papers prepared by 
those outside of the Farm Bill Education Team (9%).  This might be explained as materials that 
were difficult to locate online or materials that were simply not prepared at the time of need. 
Table 22. Extension Educator Activity Resource Use by Type (N=76, n=32) 
Resource Type Count Percentage Reporting Use 
Online Farm Bill Analytical Tools 
(e.g. Texas A&M, University of 
Illinois) 
22 68.8% 
Webinar participation or use 11 34.4% 
Face-to-face training events 20 62.5% 
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Consultation with Farm Bill Team 
member(s) 
8 25% 
Used a web-based tool for 
evaluation not sponsored by USDA 
11 34.4% 
Used web-based recording of 
training events 
6 18.8% 
Consulted white papers prepared 
online outside of the Farm Bill 
Team 
3 9.4% 
Used prepared articles, papers, and 
print media written by Farm Bill 
Education team members 
18 56.3% 
Used presentation materials, 
PowerPoints, lecture slides 
prepared by Farm Bill Education 
team members 
15 46.9% 
 
The Farm Bill Education team actively engaged in the preparation and dissemination of farm bill 
materials through the course of the grant period.  Below is a list of those materials and active 
web locations.  Additionally, each source includes a listing of number of page views, downloads, 
or viewings as appropriate for the media type. 
Cropwatch Articles  (Pulled 5/27/2015)  4,810 Views  
1. 2014 ARC-CO corn payments expected for Nebraska Panhandle by Jessica Johnson and 
Tim Lemmons http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/2014-arc-co-corn-payments-expected-for-
nebraska-panhandle 
 190 unique pageviews 
2. 2014 farm program yield updates by Tim Lemmons http://cropwatch.unl.edu/yield-
updates 
128 unique pageviews 
3. Crop Insurance Deadline and the 2015 Projected Price For Wheat by Monte Vandeveer 
http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/crop-
insurance-deadline-and-the-2015-projected-price-for-
wheat/pop_up?_101_INSTANCE_VHeSpfv0Agju_viewMode=print 
6 pageviews and 6 unique pageviews 
4. Farm Bill Guides: 2014 ARC-CO corn payments expected for Nebraska Panhandle by 
Jessica Johnson and Tim Lemmons http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/2014-arc-co-corn-payments-expected-for-
nebraska-panhandle 
207 pageviews; 190 unique pageviews 
5. Farm Bill FAQs on base acre reallocation by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and Monte 
Vandeveer http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/farm-bill-faqs-base-acre-reallocation 
1183 pageviews; 1003 unique pageviews 
6. Farm Bill FAQs on county agriculture risk coverage program by Jessica Johnson, Jim 
Jansen, and Monte Vandeveer http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
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/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/farm-bill-faqs-county-agriculture-risk-coverage-
program 
463 pageviews; 402 unique pageviews 
7. Farm Bill FAQs on price loss coverage program by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and 
Monte Vandeveer http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/farm-bill-faqs-price-loss-coverage-program 
708 pageviews 621 upg 
8. Farm Bill FAQs on Yield Update by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and Monte Vandeveer 
http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/farm-bill-
frequently-asked-questions-yield-update  
1360 pageviews 1194 unique pageviews 
9. PLC may benefit Banner, Dawes and Deuel dryland corn acres by Jessica Johnson and 
Robert Tigner http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/plc-may-benefit-banner-dawes-and-deuel-
dryland-corn-acres 
70 pageviews; 64 unique pageviews 
 
10. Should You Add SCO Coverage to Your Crop Insurance For Wheat? By Cory Walters, 
Monte Vandeveer, and Jessica Johnson http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-
/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/should-you-add-sco-coverage-to-your-crop-
insurance-for-wheat 
476 pageviews; 408 unique pageviews 
11. Wheat Producers: 2015 SCO Deadline Sept. 30 by Jessica Johnson 
http://cropwatch.unl.edu/archive/-/asset_publisher/VHeSpfv0Agju/content/wheat-
producers-2015-sco-deadline-sept-30 
19 pageviews; 13 unique pageviews 
Panhandle Articles (pulled May 14, 2015) 1,179 pageviews  
1. 2014 ARC-CO corn payments expected for Nebraska Panhandle by Jessica Johnson and 
Tim Lemmons http://panhandle.unl.edu/news3 
53 pageviews 
2. 2014 Farm Bill – livestock disaster assistance http://panhandle.unl.edu/agecon_10 
65 pageviews, 61 unique pageviews 
3. 2014 Farm Bill and building your safety net by Jessica Johnson 
https://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-13 
75 pageviews, 70 unique pageviews 
4. 2014 Farm Bill's new fruit, vegetable rules could benefit dry bean, potato, popcorn 
producers by Jessica Johnson https://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-17 
58 pageviews, 51 unique pageviews 
5. Base acres and yields can be updated under 2014 Farm Bill by Jessica Johnson, Robert 
Tigner Tim Lemmons, http://panhandle.unl.edu/646 
217 pageviews 
6. Farm Bill 2014: Final price estimates before enrollment deadline by Jessica Johnson 
http://panhandle.unl.edu/agecon_8 
149 pageviews, 136 unique pageviews 
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7. Farm Bill FAQs on base acre reallocation by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and Monte 
Vandeveer https://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-15 
33 pageviews, 32 unique pageviews 
8. Farm Bill FAQs on county agriculture risk coverage program by Jessica Johnson, Jim 
Jansen, and Monte Vandeveer https://panhandle.unl.edu/panhandle_agecon_1 
393 pageviews, 351 unique pageviews 
9. Farm Bill FAQs on individual risk coverage program by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and 
Monte Vandeveer https://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-20 
10 pageviews, 10 unique pageviews 
10. Farm Bill FAQs on price loss coverage program by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and 
Monte Vandeveer https://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-19 
17 pageviews, 14 unique pageviews 
11. Farm Bill FAQs on Yield Update by Jessica Johnson, Jim Jansen, and Monte Vandeveer 
http://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-14 
42 pageviews, 36 unique pageviews19 
12. PLC may benefit Banner, Dawes and Deuel dryland corn acres by Jessica Johnson and 
Robert Tigner http://panhandle.unl.edu/news4 
20 pageviews 
13. Should You Add SCO Coverage to Your Crop Insurance For Wheat? By Cory Walters, 
Monte Vandeveer, and Jessica Johnson http://panhandle.unl.edu/ag-economics-story-16 
47 pageviews, 42 unique pageviews 
Videos  (5/29)  
1. 2014 Farm Bill Program Yield Update  
49 views 
2. Base acre reallocation by Tim Lemmons 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lRJ9ocwr2G0 
65 views 
3. Farm Bill Details and Decision  
https://connect.unl.edu/p5jx647tx2v/?launcher=false&fcsContent=true&pbMode=normal 
4. Livestock Forage Disaster Program (LFP) by Jessica Johnson 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=16UaRW5jMMs 
385 views 
5. Market Journal: ARC and PLC selection (3/13 Video) https://youtu.be/RzyRlQ9Y2Uk 
6. Margin Protection Program for Dairy Producers 
https://connect.unl.edu/p47poldmzo2/?launcher=false&fcsContent=true&pbMode=norma
l 
7. Demonstration of the Texas A&M Decision Aid, Dr. James Richardson, Texas A&M 
University - https://connect.unl.edu/p5gqblf5pa5/  
8. Entering a Nebraska Example, Dr. Peter Zimmel, FAPRI, University of Missouri - 
https://connect.unl.edu/p46an0xhuci/  
9. Entering a Nebraska Example and Interpretation of Decision Aid Output for Farm 
Program Decision Making, Dr. Peter Zimmel, FAPRI, University of Missouri - 
https://connect.unl.edu/p9rzm0mdoxa/  
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10. Insurance Analyzer and Enhancements Yet to Come for the Decision Aid, Dr. James 
Richardson, Texas A&M University and Panel Discussion (combined in one recording) 
- https://connect.unl.edu/p37wtua03aa/  
11. Tips for using the Decision Aid and Lessons Learned, Randy Pryor, Nebraska Extension 
- https://connect.unl.edu/p50fbhiy2vb/ 
12. Farm Bill Details and Decision 
https://connect.unl.edu/p5jx647tx2v/?launcher=false&fcsContent=true&pbMode=normal 
 
Agecon.com/farmbill articles  
1. ARC/PLC, Base, and Yield Deadlines Extended to April 7 
http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/arc-plc-base-and-
yield-deadlines-extended-to-april-7/5816728 
2. Base and Yield Update Decisions Extended to March 31 http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/base-and-yield-update-decision-extended-to-
march-31/5816728 
3. Farm Bill Questions and Answers (Links to FAQ cropwatch pages)  
http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-
questions-and-answers/5816728 
4. Farm Bill Decision Tool Training Video http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-decision-tool-training-video/5816728 
5. Farm Bill Decision Tools Available http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-decision-tools-available/5816728 
6. Farm Bill Overview (Links to Cornhusker Economics article) 
http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-
overview/5816728 
7. Farm Bill Dairy Program Information http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-dairy-program-information/5816728 
8. Farm Bill Presentation http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-presentation/5816728 
9. Farm Bill Here at Last (Maybe) http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/farm-bill-here-at-last-maybe-/5816728 
10. A New Farm Bill http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-
/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/a-new-farm-bill/5816728 
11. Disaster Assistance Coming Quickly Under The New Farm Bill 
http://agecon.unl.edu/agpolicy/-/asset_publisher/XXgy1R9H7j3k/blog/disaster-
assistance-coming-quickly-under-new-farm-bill/5816728 
 
Other Ag Econ Articles  
1. Cornhusker Economics: The Economics of ARC vs PLC by Brad Lubben  
http://agecon.unl.edu/the-economics-of-arc-vs.-plc 
Blogs  
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1. Inputting Data into Texas A&M Farm Bill Decision Tool by Jenny Rees 
https://jenreesources.wordpress.com/2015/01/12/inputting-data-into-texas-am-farm-bill-
decision-tool/ 
Other   
1. Wheat Producers: 2015 SCO Deadline Sept. 30 by Jessica Johnson 
http://cedar.unl.edu/documents/134893/14601085/2015+SCO+deadline+wheat+producer
s.pdf/676104fe-9f68-463f-ad40-a8061c837890 
2. Wheat Producers: 2015 SCO Deadline Sept. 30 by Randy Pryor 
https://saline.unl.edu/documents/135030/8182215/9-19-
2014+Randy%27s+News+Column.pdf/2d91d56d-0f96-4750-a2a4-25808943f94b 
 
Summary 
 During the reporting period of the North Central Risk Management Education Center 
grant, the Farm Bill Education Team actively engaged 13,328 producers across the State of 
Nebraska as primary contacts.  This education resulted in 91% of the program participants 
reporting they were able to sign-up for the 2014 Farm Bill Program.  Those reporting they did 
not sign up, did not have the authority to do so, given their status as landowners without financial 
interest in the farming operation.  Furthermore, the team actively engaged the extension educator 
team of the University of Nebraska, which resulted in an additional 2,764 secondary contacts.  
Finally, the team prepared and placed a number of resources used by clientele and educators 
across the nation, resulting in a minimum of 6,103 detectable tertiary contacts.  News releases 
and print media pieces, as well as some online connect webinars could not be accurately 
estimated; however, they represent additional tertiary contacts limited only by the circulation of 
the containing media.  It might be roughly estimated that this number could reach an additional 
30,000 contacts or more. 
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News Release       Date 
University of Nebraska – Lincoln, Extension  
County Office 
Address1 
Address2 
Contact:  
Phone:  
Change above information to fit location/office 
 
Farm Bill Education Meeting _(insert date)______ 
 
 University of Nebraska Lincoln Extension and the Farm Service Agency (FSA), are 
teaming up to provide educational meetings about the 2014 Farm Bill.  The local meeting is set 
for _____ (insert date and time) ___, and will be held at ____ (insert location) _____ 
 All farm operators and land owners are invited to attend.   FSA will inform participants 
about the sign-up process for the Farm Bill including the documentation needed and the 
deadlines for sign-up.  UNL Extension will provide information about the decisions that will need 
to be made for base acre reallocation, yield updates, and for the Agricultural Risk Coverage 
(ARC) vs. Price Loss Coverage (PLC) program selection.   
 It should be helpful to attend one of the meetings to get insight on the options everyone 
has with the 2014 Farm Bill.  Farm Operators and Land Owners will have three main steps to 
signing up.  One is to review their current base acre allocations which is occurring at this time.  
Secondly, a decision about re-allocation of base acres will need to be made.  Finally, the 
program selection will involve the ARC or PLC program.  ARC is the revenue safety net program 
similar to the recent ACRE program and PLC is the price safety net program.  With ARC, the 
options will be an Individual ARC coverage vs. a County ARC coverage.  With PLC, the available 
Supplemental Coverage Option (SCO) will be discussed. Decisions made for this Farm Bill 
sometime in 2015 will be final for the duration of the Bill. 
 Farm Bill Education Meetings are being held in most Nebraska Counties.  Other 
meetings in our area include: 
Date  Time  Location 
(list)  (list)  (list) 
 
For more information or assistance contact your local FSA or UNL County Extension 
Office.  For more information about the 2014 Farm Bill, go to www.farmbill.unl.edu or 
www.fsa.usda.gov/farmbill 
 
Nebraska Farm Bill  
Education Meeting      
  
Understanding and Making Base Update, Yield Update, 
and ARC/PLC Decisions 
This education program will review 2014 Farm Bill commodity program 
details, sign-up procedures, and analysis and decision tools. The program will 
be jointly delivered by UNL Extension and the Nebraska Farm Service 
Agency.  
PROGRAMMING AND FINANCIAL SUPPORT FROM 
Nebraska Farm  
Service Agency  
Date: 
Time:  
Location: 
To register call:  
STATEWIDE SPONSORSHIP FROM 
EXTENSION 
INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURA AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA, COOPERATING WITH COUNTIES AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE!
 
 
 
 
 
Survey Participant Consent Cover Letter!
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2014 Farm Bill Education Workshop Evaluation 
Are you a/n (check all that apply) 
☐ Dairy Producer ☐ Livestock Producer ☐ Agency Personnel 
☐ Extension Agent/Educator ☐ Industry Personnel 
(Includes private insurance and lenders) 
☐ Other (List_________________) 
☐ Crop Producer (List crops here: _____________________________________________________________) 
 
Indicate your age range (check the applicable box):  
☐18-24 ☐25-34 ☐35-44 ☐45-54 ☐55-64 ☐65-74 ☐75 and older 
 
Ethnic/Racial Background 
☐African American/Black American ☐Asian ☐ Caucasian/White 
☐ Native-American/Alaskan Native ☐ Hispanic/Latino ☐ More than one Race 
☐ Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander   
 
Indicate the # of following items that you own, lease, advise, manage or influence (write a number in each applicable box):  
 Own Lease Advise, Manage or Influence 
Acres of Cropland  
 
  
Acres of Hayland  
 
  
Acres of Pastureland  
 
  
Head of Livestock  
 
  
 
On a scale of 1 to 7 rate the following(Check the applicable box for each question): 
 Before this workshop  After this workshop  
 Low   High Low     High 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Knowledge of farm bill programs   
 
 
    
         
Knowledge of Agriculture Risk Coverage 
– Individual (ARC-IC),Agriculture Risk 
Coverage – Individual (ARC-CO) and 
Price Loss Coverage (PLC) 
     
         
How Farm Bill commodity program 
payments are calculated 
     
         
Knowledge of Supplemental Coverage 
Option Insurance 
     
         
Impact of updating base acres and 
program yields on farm program 
payments  
     
         
How to prepare to sign-up for the 2014 
Farm Program 
     
         
 
On a scale of 1 to 7 rate the following(Check the applicable box for each question): 
 
Low 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
High 
7 
Quality of information and materials        
Quality of presentations and training        
Degree to which to you intend to use the information you 
received   
       
Page 2 of 2 
 
Please rate your use the following risk management tools.  If you are not a producer, how often do you recommend 
or suggest the use of these tools (Check the applicable box for each question):  
 Before this Workshop After This workshop 
 Never   Always Never   Always 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Traditional crop insurance products               
Set farm/operational goals               
Financial benchmark/ratios                 
Develop a business plan               
Continuity/transfer/estate plans               
Analyze production and marketing 
(cost of production, marketing plans, 
recordkeeping) 
     
         
USDA Farm Bill program(s) and 
payments 
     
         
 
Please indicate how often you complete the following tasks(Check the applicable box for each question):  
 Before this workshop After this workshop 
 Never   Always Never   Always 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Evaluate the effect of farm bill 
programs on overall risk management 
in my operation 
     
         
Determine your expected farm bill 
program payments 
     
         
Evaluate how the farm bill affects the 
operation’s financial goals and 
objectives 
     
         
 
As a result of this program, estimate the increase in profitability of 
your operation or the operation of your clientele on a per acre or per 
head basis.  
Per Acre 
$______________ 
Per Head 
$______________ 
 
If you are a producer, please estimate the gross revenue that you will protect using the risk management tools 
discussed today (Check the applicable box): 
☐<$50,000 ☐$50,000-$99,999 ☐$100,000-$249,999 
☐$250,000-$499,999 ☐$500,000-$999,999 ☐ $1,000,000 or more 
 
What changes will you make to your operation or recommend as a result of this workshop?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments  
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2014 Farm Bill Education Workshop Follow-up Evaluation 
 
1. How would you describe your role in the 2014 Farm Bill sign-up process (check all 
that apply): 
 
 Livestock producer   Landowner   Industry personnel 
        
 Crop producer   Land renter   Higher education faculty 
     
 Government agent   Other (please list) _____________________________ 
 
2. What is your age as of today: 
 
 18-24  25-34  35-44  45-54  55-64  65-74  75+ 
 
3. How would you describe your ethnic/racial background (check all that apply): 
 
 African-American   Asian   Caucasian/White 
        
 Native-American   Hispanic/Latino   Alaskan-American 
     
 Native Hawaiian   Other Pacific Islander 
 
4. How many Farm Bill Education meetings did you attend: ______________ 
 
 
5. How many Farm Service Agency farm numbers do you own or manage: __________ 
 
 
6. Did the Farm Bill Education program you attended improve your understanding of 
the 2014 Farm Bill: 
 
 Very much 
  
 Much 
  
 Some 
  
 Little 
  
 Very little 
  
 None 
 
Continued on the next page………… 
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7. Did you have the authority to make a 2014 Farm Bill Program Yield update? 
 Yes 
  
 No (if no, go to question #9) 
 
8. Did you update the farm program yields on at least one FSA farm number? 
 Yes 
  
 No 
 
9. Did you have the authority to reallocate the program base acres on at least one FSA 
farm number? 
 Yes 
  
 No (if no, go to question #11) 
 
10. Did you reallocate the farm base acres on at least one FSA farm number? 
 Yes 
  
 No 
 
11. Did you have the authority to make a 2014 Farm Bill Program election? 
 Yes 
  
 No (if no, go to question #14) 
 
12. Did you make a 2014 Farm Bill Program election? 
 Yes 
  
 No 
 
13. What program elections did you make for the 2014 Farm Bill?  Considering the 
following crops and all eligible farm numbers, did at least one farm number elect 
the following (Check all that apply for each crop listed): 
 
Crop PLC ARC-CO ARC-IC 
    
Corn    
    
Soybeans    
    
Wheat    
Continued on the next page………… 
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Crop PLC ARC-CO ARC-IC 
    
Sorghum    
    
Sunflower    
    
Oats    
 
14. In your opinion, what was the value of the 2014 Farm Bill Education program? 
 
 Very much value 
  
 Much value 
  
 Some value 
  
 Little value 
  
 Very little value 
  
 No value 
 
15. In your opinion, how important is farm risk management education programming 
to the future of Nebraska’s agricultural future? 
 
 Very much 
  
 Much 
  
 Some 
  
 Little 
  
 Very little 
  
 None 
 
16. In your opinion, what is the anticipated economic value of the 2014 Farm Bill 
Education program to your operation? (if you will not collect any 2014 Farm Bill 
Program payments, please indicate – “Not Eligible”) 
 
$______________ Value per Acre  Total Crop Acres on all Farms  _____________ 
    
   I am not eligible to receive any 2014 Farm Bill Program Payments 
    
 
Continued on the next page………… 
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17. In your opinion, what are the agricultural risk management education needs of 
Nebraska farm producers? 
 
 In the next several years ……….. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Five years from today ……….. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Ten years from today ……….. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18. Please use this space to make any additional comments you would like regarding the 
2014 Farm Bill Education program you attended: 
 
 
Qualtrics Survey Software https://s.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSurveyPrintPre...
1 of 2 6/9/2015 12:29 PM
Qualtrics Survey Software https://s.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSurveyPrintPre...
2 of 2 6/9/2015 12:29 PM
Open Ended Statements on the Farm Bill Education Program 
Below are the comments presented by participants of the six-month follow-up evaluation 
regarding the farm bill program.  These statements are open-ended and all inclusive of all 
comments made.  Curse words and negative statements toward individual persons were removed. 
Please use this space to make any additional comments you would like regarding the 
2014 Farm Bill... 
Good program included with FSA. Very helpful to me. 
We need a great president. NO Hillary. 
It is a program that is hard to understand. 
Did a very nice job of putting out options for farmers to choose from. Very difficult to foresee 
the next four years of market prices, so how it was presented was very helpful. 
The last presenter's summary was very helpful in my program election. 
Tim did a good job of simplifying the program enough so that I could understand what impact 
choices would make.  
I'm old and let my renter make the decision. 
It was a poorly written farm bill, could have been simplified - not written by a farmer. 
Hard to manage risk on my operation given the unknown outlook for farm program payments 
each year. The price forecast charts were very helpful. 
Too long. Don't review information that pertains to other states.  
Learned more from my crop insurance agent than from the FSA. 
UNL - Tim Lemmons was great. He may have been too good. The personnel at the Pierce 
office did not do any research and or learn the new farm bill. They just told me to talk with 
Tim. 
Helped with the confusion of a late farm program and the misinformation that was around it.  
Thanks. 
Thanks for programs. 
Well attended meetings. Very good meetings along with a questions and answer time. After 
the meetings, it was a lot easier to understand the information put out by different new 
releases. 
Please explain why Adams and Nuckoles payment rates are higher than clay. 
Make it easier to understand. 
Could not hear the educator. 
Lemmons and Lubben are vary knowledgeable. Tenants were not present at the meeting so it 
was hard to explain to them. 
Great educational update. 
Very informational meetings. Government programs are never easy to understand. 
Good meetings and good informational article. 
A well thought out example of a farm with local crop and its options would have been helpful. 
I attended the West Point meetings. Well done meeting. 
Too much information. Sometimes less is more. 
Did not stay for the second half. It was too cold. 
You were very informative and helpful. USDA personnel were not.  
Educators were very informed, but more 1 on 1 sessions may have been more helpful. 
Hard to hear and keep up. 
Jessica Johnson was very helpful and understanding. 
Very good presentations at David City. 
Well done - - cookies were a great touch. 
Extension educators put together very good presentations on the Farm Bill. 
Much more value in the UNL meetings information compared to the FSA portions of the 
meetings.  
Tim Lemmons is the man. 
Websites were very helpful. Very helpful presentations. 
Farm Bill is a mess. 
Raise loan rates to current commodity prices. 
Completed. 
I would have understood the presentation better if I had gone to the FSA office first. 
Thank you Tim. You did a nice job of making a decision much easier. 
I went to two farm bill meetings. One was much more informative than the other one. Jessica 
made the other one way too complicated. 
The biggest help was from running my farm in the Texas A&M model. 
The Oakland presentation was much better than the West Point meeting. 
Thought Al did a great job. Used Texas A&M tool to make the final decision. 
People basically read from the slides. Learned more from my banker and during FSA signup. 
Great meeting. 
We attended several programs to gain a better 
Simpler farm programs in the future. 
Great programs, but was still hard for me to make the decision given how complicated the 
program is now. 
Producers are on their own. USDA only cares about livestock producers. Hopefully crop 
insurance is continued. 
Need to be layman's language so everyone can understand. 
It was wonderful to have educated professional in the concept and operation of the programs. 
Everything was explained in very simple terms and very thoroughly. 
The person putting on the meeting along with the county FSA personnel did a very good job. 
My crop insurance agent did a better job. 
Too complicated, we are not all economists or college students 
This was definitely worth my time to attend.  There was a lot of interest as evident by the 
number of people attending.  Keep up the good work 
"uncomplicated" the material and make it very simple.  Sometimes there is too much 
information to be covered for me 
I like the fact that UNL had options and what ifs,  FSA just had framework 
Too much computer for this old timer 
Program too long for FSA - boring 
Why can't we get someone to do estate planning and transition out here, I don't want to spend 
all the money to go to Kearney 
The example were great and the helped me to understand the programs.  The computer was too 
hard to follow.  My second meeting - Tim helped me to understand the options and made our 
decision quite easy 
Columbus was a mess!  Lines too long and educator unprepared 
Lots of information - not enough time 
This was a good program, it gave me a good grasp of the mechanics.  Tim did a great job 
Meeting was informative / Need more reliable risk tools in the farm bill 
presenter did a good job with very complex material 
slow down the presentation or let UNL go first 
more comfortable room - too cold 
government makes this too hard, extension did a good job explaining 
these are too long and too many choices 
thanks for all the hard work on this 
too much info in short time.  I went to 5 other meetings, this is just all too confusing 
informative but confusing program 
County director did OK, UNL was confusing 
very complicated bill 
good meeting, helped me 
a lot of info but nothing concrete about what my payment would be 
program was very much needed, should have been in greater depth and detail 
first part of program with FSA was not good, second part made more sense 
it was hard to see and hear and I showed up late 
farm program is not needed just have insurance, why don't small business owners get the same 
crooked deal as farmers 
all presenter were very knowledgeable, thanks for the time 
Presenter was very well prepared and well versed.  Answered all questions and packet was 
thorough 
why can't farm bill programs be easier 
Farm bill is too complicate 
get a government that has the program figured out before we have to sign up for it or get out of 
the way 
very informative 
need a 2014 farm bill that arrives before 2014 
Risk management needs are the same as always: 1) Marketing risk, 2) Financial Risk 
Very complicated program and many decisions to make. Thanks for the informative meetings. 
was hard to hear at the back of the room 
Very informative website that helped with my decision.  
Were as good as could be expected. Education helped me understand my options. 
needed more time with the calculators, but I understand that time was limited 
Sound was hard to hear, very large room 
The meeting in Lincoln, we were all confused 
Thanks 
Even though the you guy was a little arrogant, he was knowledgeable and enjoyable.  
Stick with a cohesive set of numbers for all examples. 
Break out sessions with 10 to 15 working on specific issues related to the Farm Bill. 
Get rid of the EPA!! 
The program by Jim Jansen was quite helpful and he did a good job 
very good job 
I want to know where the other 90% of the farm bill is being spent 
Extension portion of the presentation was very valuable. 
FSA and UNL had confusing messages that were against each other 
Tim Lemmons did an excellent job explaining what farmers and landowners need to do when 
and where.  Without this workshop I would have been lost as the local FSA office didn't have 
a clue and wouldn't help.  Thanks for all that extension does. 
Excellent program. 
Nice job Tim 
good luck to young farmers 
lots of info in a short period of time / UNL had one suggestion and FSA advised to do 
something else, was a little confused 
Great job! 
UNL was very good, FSA not.  Language of the bill is too complicated 
keep having these meetings, very helpful with excellent presenter 
It was good to partner with FSA, but extension provided much better options and decision 
facts.  FSA looked largely unprepared.  Good job. 
Make meetings available via digital recording. 
Education for women in ag was very good. 
very well done by extension educators, very helpful 
I used UNL more than subscription media and seminars to make my decision 
presentations should raise the level of information, it was too easy.  teach at the college level 
not high school, most of these are too superficial. Programs out west were too dumbed down 
to be of any use 
Extension was much more helpful that FSA - they just read the handouts 
how could a bill of such nature be formulated with absolutely no understanding of future 
payments and require a decision for a five year commitment.  This program is just a cover up 
for government employees to control farmers and ranchers 
left all the decisions up to the tenant 
Overwhelmed with information. 
it is ridiculous that we have a farm program that is so complicated that producers have to 
attend an informational meeting all winter long just to try and understand it 
Good Pierce County meeting. 
This meeting was very helpful, otherwise I would still be listening to the gossip at the coffee 
shop - and they were wrong 
Good program. 
FSA was a waste, they just told us they didn't know all the rules and couldn't tell us what to 
do. 
we need less reliance on crop insurance 
Tim was a very good speaker and a very honest individual - like him very much. Would do 
very good in leadership or private industry.  They need to do away with all the very 
complicated farm programs 
very good meeting.  I appreciate Tim coming out to do this, he answered a lot of questions on 
the farm bill 
needed more meetings in Saunders County 
The farm program is a shell game - toss a coin and guess 
Tim is very knowledgeable regarding this program. Excellent presentation. He was accessible 
by email and answered all my follow up questions.  Excellent example of what extension 
should be.  Thank you 
great program 
Jim did a great job 
Very informative program and helped me out to make a decision 
very confusing bill, hard to make a decision 
Meeting well attended. 
Well done in Burt County by FSA and UNL 
I've never been one to go to extension programs, but this one I thought was very well done in 
Dodge County - they really did their homework and presented well 
First time a program was dishonest by not giving facts.  This was very complicated.  Educators 
had it figured out, but key parts of the formulas were not provided by FSA so we couldn't 
make a good decision, or how popcorn figured in.  Thanks extension, FSA at best gets a C 
need more info on PLC and ARC-CO.  Who can tell what the future prices will be, hard to 
sign up on uncertainty 
Platte was very ill prepared, audio was poor, handouts were bad, could not see overheads / 
Cold day in Colfax Co. and they made us stand outside to freeze / Scribner was very well done 
- great presentation and sign in went quick 
I let my tenant make the decision, so the program was not much help or value to me.  He made 
me come along 
Good handout materials for studying. 
Madison Co. was a great program, FSA and UNL did wonderful 
Very well presented meetings. 
as with all government programs, it's way more complicated than it needs to be!!! 
many farmers were afraid of the new farm bill, the decision was complex, but I did it.  No one 
wants to make a mistake 
This was the most complicated farm program in my 40 years of farming.  Needless, I would 
say.  Extension did very well, dealing with the government is never a pleasant experience 
My tenant made me come, I don't want anything to do with this 
Very informative - you stuck to the farm bill and did not lose focus.  I attended your meeting 
in 2008 and it was very good also. 
Al did very well, as did Brad Lubben.  They helped the CED Leann Nelson.  FSA staff was 
helpful at the office as well.  Means that FSA and UNL needs to be smarter than the politicians 
Platte county was a mess 
Tell us what the actually payments will be before we sign up.  Make all the counties the same 
good presentation of options and assessment of short and long term payments and pitfalls 
Very good program. 
Educational meetings were very beneficial to help explain the Farm Bill. 
the people that put this one did a great job 
Lot of information in one afternoon. 
Presenter did a great job. 
Well prepared handouts and presentation. 
More education is always helpful. 
Computer aids were very helpful. 
Half a day meeting format I attended worked very well. 
I don't know the farm bill has to be so complex, keep it simple it just confuses people 
Hartington - - Dec 1 - - Good meeting 
Good education program. 
Thank you. 
Good meetings. 
Tim did a good job. 
Good meetings. Multiple meetings at different locations were beneficial. 
Attended the Farm Bill meeting in West Point and thought that the meeting was very well 
done. 
Good meeting. 
Smaller county meetings at the FSA office were more helpful. 
Extension presentation was very interesting. 
Pierce county meeting was very good. /  
Education meetings were well done. 
Learned more from the extension speaker than the FSA speaker during the meeting. 
FSA director was knowledgeable. Extension member made disparaging remarks about women. 
Time well spent. 
Good job. 
It was well done. 
Presentation was very knowledgably on the program and presentation as well. 
Bring back Darrell Mark. 
Learned more from my crop insurance meetings, but still was a good meeting. 
First meeting I attended on the Farm Bill. Discussed the decision with my tenant before 
making the final sign-up. 
Tim did a great job and he is an asset to UNL Extension. 
Good presentations along with magazine articles. 
Unbiased and just helped everyone understand the pros and cons of each program. 
New farmer. I would attend these meetings again in the future. 
Jessica Johnson did a wonderful job explaining the Farm Bill. 
Presenter seemed to push ARC-CO over PLC and other option. 
Hard to choose the appropriate program given the unknown of commodity prices for the next 5 
years. 
Educators did not provide true information. 
Program selection was a wild guess. 
First sitting overwhelmed. Second sitting made sense. Third sitting I understand. 
Some of the program was very hard to understand. 
Insurance agent had to explain the program to me. 
We need all the help we can get. 
Meetings were very helpful. 
Too much info in a short period of time. Also, to big of a group. 
Very well presented. 
We need to send our extension educators to Washington to simplify the program. 
Overwhelming at first, but studied the information and everything turned out good. 
very complex program 
way to complicated a bill, not enough time to analyze.  Producers were defeated before they 
even got started.  Separate farm from welfare, then simplify.  Stop trying to create new jobs to 
make politicians look good.  remove as much crap as possible.  This bill was shoved down 
everyone's throat - reduce government. 
keep doing these programs especially for older producers.  I need help.  I used UNL material 
to help 10 of my neighbors  
these programs made me better education for our operation 
make this easier to understand and adapt to our farms.  Hard to make FSA people understand 
some farms.  Seems like you have to fight to even get signed up. 
5 year decision is too long, too many variables that can happen in that time 
it was good that the extension saw the importance of the need for education and took a step 
forward 
government took a relatively straight forward and simple process and rewrote it into a 
complicated harder to understand monster.  UNL did a great job of studying, interpreting, and 
explaining it.  Thank you for doing this 
lots of information! 
my speaker was very boring and mono-tone.  need to make it more engaging 
This whole farm bill needs to be revised. Benefits large farms and established.  Does very little 
to help the beginning farmer.  we can't compete with rent when they are being fed by 
government to just get bigger.  This bill and government is no different than the last. 
very informative 
Extension program help start off our education process. Crop insurance agents were very 
helpful. 
Thanks!! 
Tim made the bill easier to understand for my age.  You have a way of making it easier to 
understand complex material.   
Meeting was very well conducted by knowledgeable individuals 
make this easier to understand.  Not enough meeting information and too much computer.  I'm 
not a 15 year old computer literate kid, that part of the meeting was useless 
The speaker was very good at explaining the Farm Bill. 
Programs that continue to educate producers into the future will be very important. 
program was very helpful 
My first meeting was with Tim, good information on program options.  Then used computer 
program to plug in info and it gave back data and payments.  Thanks to all 
Good program. 
The meetings were well attended and very helpful.  it was a way to make the overall 
implementation less scary.  Glad these program were available 
I wouldn't have understood the Farm Programs without this information. 
The general public needs to know the facts behind how the program works just as much as 
farmers do.  The government needs to make some wise decisions in how the farm program 
should be handled and it needs to be passed to everyone.  The food stamp program needs to be 
removed from the bill, these are separate issues.  There should be regional separation for 
handling aid to farmers.  It appears its more politics than really helping agriculture here 
FSA and extension presenters were not on the same page. Extension seemed much more 
knowledgeable.  
extension should have gone first.  They didn't have near enough time and by the time they got 
started, the participants were just brain dead 
The program was well done, information helped me to understand the bill and make a 
decision.  Will know down the road if I made the right one 
Very helpful to follow up with presenter Jansen by phone once my individual situation was 
understood. 
Meetings were informative. 
Very informative. 
Good programs. 
I did not sign up for this bill, I couldn't tell how it would finish out so I didn't even sign up 
Please make this more complicated so we have no idea what to do 
I am extremely impressed with Jim's willingness to respond to email questions in the few days 
and weeks following the meeting.  It was very well done 
UNL session was too short, FSA took way to much time to just read the slides.  Needed more 
time for questions and discussion  
Hand out material was helpful.  There was so much information to cover - really impossible to 
gain an understanding in the first meeting 
took two meetings to all soak in 
Very complicated Farm Bill. /  
Jenny at Clay county really helped out also 
Educational programs were excellent and educations along with FSA personnel were very 
good. 
Make the Farm Bill one page long so a white man can understand. 
Very good and a very enthusiastic educators. Helped people feel better about the future of ag. 
good program overall 
Signed up not know knowing how the programs will pay out. 
Would like to thank you for putting on the workshops. Farm Bill workshops were a lot of help. 
It took three presentations of the new Farm Bill to just understand the basics of the program. 
They did a great job of explaining the programs. 
The information packets were useful.  The presentation from Jessica was good information.  
The FSA office manager could have done a better job, it was lacking and seemed like she was 
unfamiliar with the material 
make this simple 
Sometimes hard to hear. 
worse farm bill ever since the freedom to farm bill 
FSA really needed to be better prepared.  They took the most time to have the least impact on 
participant understanding 
The education program was very informational.  The bill itself is highly complicated and very 
difficult to comprehend.  This should be dissolved in two years as it is useless to crop 
producers.  When the federal government gets involved it seems to gum up the works for us 
ordinary people - very disheartening  
The program was overcrowded and the sound system did not work.  People were coming and 
going.   I couldn't see the FSA person so I just left after about an hour 
I had researched the bill a lot before I came to the meeting.  It reaffirmed the decision I chose 
to make 
I went to West Point meeting, it was 3 hours of sitting and is too long for an old guy.  Tim 
went into a lot of detail, too much for me.  Crop insurance is a lot more important in my 
opinion and it depends on what you pick.  No one could tell me what the prices would be in 
the future or what yields would be over the period of the program so this has no value to me.  
After 1 1/2 hours my butt hurt so bad my brain shut down 
the educator couldn't tell me what the future prices would be and FSA didn't know either.  
They all did a poor job of explaining the bill.  Extension should not exist and as a tax payer 
FSA and UNL is a waste.  The farmers of Nebraska would be better off if none of them were 
ever born.  If you cant tell me what my payments are you can all go to hell 
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